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BARRY GOLDWATER: INSURGENT CONSERVATISM AS CONSTITUTIVE RHETORIC 
 
Introduction 
Conservatives are biased in favour of the status quo. Change is problematic because its 
consequences are unforseeable, so encouraging skepticism, but conservatives are not , however, 
implacably opposed to change. Moreover, there are instances of conservatives being so hostile to a 
status quo they advocate its transformation. This is insurgent conservatism. Insurgent conservatives 
such as Ronald Reagan, Margaret Thatcher and the subject of this paper, Barry Goldwater, were not 
motivated by a status quo bias and were not skeptical about change or pursuing their objectives. A 
notable aspect of insurgent conservatism is its advocates adoption of constitutive rhetoric. Ronald 
Reagan, Margaret Thatcher and Barry Goldwater were convinced that the status quo was deeply 
dangerous, rejecting the  ‘common-sense ? view there was no alternative, they urged radical change. 
Their common task was to articulate an alternative for an inchoate opposition and provide an 
identity that could support a drive for political change. Goldwater, Reagan, and Thatcher articulated 
an insurgent conservatism but only the last two translated this into electoral victory. The difficulty is 
that constitutive rhetoric must be both polarising (critical of the status quo) and synthesising 
(creating a new electoral coalition); Goldwater achieved the former. 
Studies of Goldwater concentrate on the machinations that led to his 1964 nomination as 
Republican presidential candidate (Shadegg 1965, Hess 1967, White  1992, Perlstein 2001, 
Middendorf 2006) but Hammerback considers that ŚŝƐ ‘rhetorical creation of a conservative 
ĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶƚŚĞŵŽƐƚǀĂůƵĂďůĞƉĂƌƚŽĨŚŝƐƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐĂůůĞŐĂĐǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?. 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐŝŵƉĂĐƚ
ĐĂŶďĞĞƐƚŝŵĂƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚ ‘ĂƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐŶƵŵďĞƌ ?ŽĨdĞĂWĂƌƚǇĂĐƚŝǀŝƐƚƐƚƐ ‘dated their first 
ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞƚŽƚŚĞ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ ? ?^ŬŽĐƉŽůĂŶĚtŝůůŝĂŵƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ǁŚŝůƐƚƌŽƚƚǇ
ƐĞĞƐŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞŝĚĞĂƐƚŚĂƚ ‘ĂƌĞĐŽŵŵŽŶĐƵƌƌĞŶĐǇŝŶƚŽĚĂǇ ?ƐƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?To
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ŐƵĂŐĞ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞǁĞŵƵƐƚnote his effort was directed not so much at persuasion, the 
classic concern of rhetoric, but at identification. This paper argues Goldwater pursued constitutive 
rhetoric, involving  ‘ƚŚĞŵĂŬŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞŬŝŶĚŽĨĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇƚŚĂƚĞŶĂďůĞƐƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽƐĂǇ “ǁĞ ?ĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚ
they do and to claim consistent meaning for it  ? ? ? ? ?ŽǇĚ-White 1985: 38).  In so doing Goldwater laid 
the foundations of ZĞĂŐĂŶ ?ƐǀŝĐƚŽƌǇŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? 
This paper has three parts. The first discusses constitutive rhetoric. 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƉĞĂŬŝŶŐĂŶĚǁriting 
was designed to create a specific type of conservative identity, and shows how and why post-war 
Republican politics was open to a constitutive appeal and conservative insurgency. The second 
section examines a selection of 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛspeeches and writings to identify the ideas and themes 
that defined his conservatism and energised his insurgency. The third section assesses the utility of 
constitutive rhetoric for understanding insurgent conservatism. The paper concludes that insurgent 
conservatism requires constitutive rhetoric but insurgent conservatism operates in two separate but 
interconnected areas  W the activist and voter  W and mobilising these requires different strategies 
(this paper ignores the campaign rhetoric of 1964). Constituting a new conservative identity 
necessitates polarising rhetoric in order to create a movement, which ŵĂǇůŝŵŝƚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ?Ɛ
appeal to the wider electorate. Constitutive rhetoric is concerned with identity, which is prior to 
electoral persuasion; Goldwater failed at the latter but succeeded in the former. 
What is constitutive rhetoric? 
ŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐŝƐ ‘ƚŚĞĂƌƚŽĨĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌ ?ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?ĂŶĚĐƵůƚƵƌĞŝŶůĂŶŐƵĂŐĞ ?ĂŶĚŝƐ
 ‘ƚŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĂůĂƌƚďǇǁŚŝĐŚĐƵůƚƵƌĞĂŶĚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇĂƌĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ ?ŵĂŝŶƚĂŝŶĞĚĂŶĚƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĞĚ ?
(Boyd-White 1985: x and 28). 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƚŽĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐĂĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵĐĂŶ
be seen in the foreword to The Conscience of a Conservative,  
I have crossed the length and breadth of this great land hundreds of times and talked with 
tens of thousands of people, with Democrats and Republicans, with farmers, laborers and 
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businessmen. I find that America is fundamentally a Conservative nation. The preponderant 
judgement of the American people, especially of the young people, is that the radical, or 
Liberal, approach has not worked and is not working. They yearn for a return to Conservative 
principles (2013/1960: 3). 
Goldwater believed the political tectonic plates were shifting, arguing that  ‘dŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ
are more disturbed today thĂŶ/ŚĂǀĞĞǀĞƌƐĞĞŶƚŚĞŵŝŶŵǇƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůůŝĨĞ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ě P ? ? ? ? ? ?
and this opened the way for a conservative insurgency to capture the Republican party. Goldwater 
declared this objective ŝŶŚŝƐ ‘Grow up, conservatives ?ƐƉĞĞĐŚĂƚƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?Republican convention 
where in a free choice delegates would have made him Vice Presidential, and possibly Presidential, 
nominee (Goldwater 1960b. See also Brennan 1992: 81-3) ?ĨƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇƐŚŝĨƚĞĚ
from influencing the Republican platform to capturing the party for conservatism and three years 
later in a speech at Dodger Stadium, LA, Goldwater declared victory (Goldwater 1963: 18134-35). In 
1963 Bill Middendorf, a member of the draft Goldwater movement and his campaign treasurer, 
ŶŽƚĞĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ ‘wish that our movement be not expressly to make him President, but to expand 
and foster the conservative movement in the US through the Republican Party ? (2006: 30). His 
ƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐ ?ƐƉƵƌƉŽƐĞǁĂƐŶŽƚƐŽůĞůǇ ?ŽƌĞǀĞŶƉƌŝŵĂƌŝůǇ ?ĞůĞĐƚŽƌĂů ? 
Derived from the study of legal language, constitutive rhetoric argues texts create a collective 
identity; their purpose is to change, or influence, behaviour by manipulating language. For rhetoric 
to be constitutive it must, first, use the language of the audience; second, it must be creative ( ‘ƚŚŝƐŝƐ
ƚŚĞƉƌŽďůĞŵƚŽďĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŝƐŚŽǁƚŽĚŽƐŽ ?); and third, it must have a distinct ethical 
identity that binds the community (Boyd White 1985: 33-34). In constitutive rhetoric the speaker 
imagines a community (in this case conservative Republicans) by articulating a narrative with the 
ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĂŝŵŽĨŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐŝŶŐďĞŚĂǀŝŽƵƌ P ‘ŝƚŝƐĂǁĂǇŽĨƚĞůůŝŶŐĂƐƚŽƌǇĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚŚĂƐŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚŝŶƚŚĞ
world and claiming meaning for it by writing an ĞŶĚŝŶŐĨŽƌŝƚ ? ?ŽǇĚ-White 1985: 36). 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ 
speeches and writings advocated a particular conservative identity that expressed a distinctive 
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terministic screen through which the speaker and audience ĂƌĞĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚďǇŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ ? ‘ƚŚĞŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ
of interconnected convictions that function ... epistemically and shapes ... identity by determining 
ŚŽǁ ?ƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ǀŝĞǁƐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ?ƵƌŬĞ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ??The terministic screen provides the 
vocabulary, symbols and ideas which posit a specific understanding of the world, an understanding 
that embraces audience and speaker.   
The terministic screen encourages individuals to label some aspects of experience as positive 
( ‘ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?ĂŶĚƌĞũĞĐƚŽƚŚĞƌƐ ? ‘liďĞƌĂů ? ? ?ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƐƚŚĂƚĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƚĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉŚŝůŽƐŽƉŚŝĞƐ ?
attitudes, and prescriptions. The termiŶŝƐƚŝĐƐĐƌĞĞŶ ?Ɛ political importance is as the filter through 
which the world is understood and where a narrative is accepted as a truthful description and 
prescription for  organisation and activity. Classic rhetoric gives little weight to the social, cultural 
and political context, nor does it give sufficient recognition to the interchange between speaker and 
audience other than as an aspect of technique. It does, however, place great emphasis on the 
appropriateness, or propriety, of the speaker. dŚĞƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ ?Ɛsuccess rests on an ability to convince 
the audience of both ƚŚĞĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞŶĞƐƐŽĨƚŚĞŵĞƐƐĂŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ ?ƐƐƵŝƚĂďŝůŝƚǇĂƐthe 
ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ?Ɛvehicle (the first persona). Speaker and audience interact through the ideas and concepts 
that explain the world and constitute an identity but which are themselves simplifications that can 
mean different things to those who subscribe to the identity of conservative. This introduces the 
second persona. 
Texts contain a world-view expressed as identity and ideology; to explore this Black (1970: 109-119) 
developed the idea of the second persona. Goldwater was shaping a moral critique, identifying for 
conservatives a usable past in which moral significance was central to his selection of concepts and 
ideas. The relationship between a text, its author(s), and the audience depends ŽŶƚŚĞĂƵƚŚŽƌ ?Ɛ
presentation of character (first persona ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƌĞĂĚŝŶŐŽĨŝƚ ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂ ?Žƌ
ethos) is frequently described as  ‘ƌƵŐŐĞĚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐŵ ?, something that appealed strongly to his 
audiences and which encapsulated an ideology. These qualities  W  ‘ƐĞůĨ-reliance, dynamism, courage, 
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ĂŶĚƉĞƌƐĞǀĞƌĂŶĐĞ ? Wwere those the audience saw in themselves and which were projected by  ‘ƚŚĞ
delivery, style, and content ŽĨŚŝƐĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞƐ ? ?,ĂŵŵĞƌďĂĐŬ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?By 1960, Bozell argues, a 
ĚŝƐƚŝŶĐƚ'ŽůĚĂƚĞƌ ‘ŝŵĂŐĞ ?ĐŽŵƉŽƐĞĚŽĨƉůĂŝŶ-speaking,  clear principles, and personal courage had 
emerged and was proving attractive (Bozell 1960: 74). The attractiveness of this ethos can be seen in 
Hilary Clinton ?ƐŵĞŵŽŝƌ, Living History. AŶĂĐƚŝǀĞzŽƵŶŐZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶĂŶĚ ‘'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ'ŝƌů ? ?Hilary 
Clinton  ‘ůŝŬĞĚ^ĞŶĂƚŽƌ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌďĞĐĂƵƐĞŚĞǁĂƐĂƌƵŐŐĞĚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐƚǁŚŽƐǁĂŵĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞƚŝĚĞ ?
(2004: 21).  
The second persona, largely ignored in classic rhetoric (because of its focus on technique), acts 
ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƚĞǆƚ ?ƐƉĞĞĐŚ ?ƐŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇand that of the audience and shapes identity by determining how 
the world is understood (Black 1970: 111). The appelaƚŝŽŶ ‘ƌƵŐŐĞĚŝndividualiƐƚ ? ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ǁĂƐ
shorthand for a more complex concept; similarly,  ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵted a broad spectrum of 
attitudes and beliefs, or Ă ‘ǀĞĐƚŽƌŽĨŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞ ?(Black 1970: 113), expressing a distinct world-view. 
 ‘^ƚĂƚĞƐƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?ĞŶĐĂƉƐƵůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚ ĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐĂďŽƵƚĐŝǀŝůƌŝŐŚƚƐ ? ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƐŵ ?ďĞĐŽŵĞƐĂ
metaphor for degeneration and an existential threat ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůŝƐŵ ?ŝƐĂďŽƵƚdefending property 
rights. Vectors of influence, or  ‘ĚŽŐǁŚŝƐƚůĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐ ? (Haney-Lopéz 2014: 17- ? ?ĨŽƌ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
contribution to the genre) bind the speaker (first persona) and audience (second persona) in a 
ĐŽŵŵŽŶĞƚŚŽƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞďǇĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŶŐĂĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ?dŚŝƐĞĐŚŽĞƐůƚŚƵƐƐĞƌ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ? ?ĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŽĨ
interpellation Žƌ ‘ŚĂŝůŝŶŐ ? ?/ŶƚĞƌƉĞůůĂƚŝŽŶ is the process whereby ideology is embodied in speech and 
text constituting the subject; it occurs when the hailed hear and respond accordingly and is thereby 
transformed into a subject, aware of both who is hailing and of others responding in a similar way.  
Through interaction an identity is produced.  The conservative search for identity was essential for 
the success ŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐƚŚĂƚhelped forge that identity and that identity informed 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ discourse. tŚǇǁĞƌĞ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĂƵĚŝƚŽƌƐƌĞĐĞƉƚŝǀĞ ?
ĞƐƉŝƚĞŝƐĞŶŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?Ɛǀictory in 1952, making the him the first Republican president since Hoover, 
dĂĨƚ ?ƐĚĞĂƚŚŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ŝƐĞŶŚŽǁĞƌ ?Ɛespousal of the vapid but nonetheless infuriating (to 
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ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ? ‘DŽĚĞƌŶZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶŝƐŵ ? ?ůŽƐƐĞƐŝŶ ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇŝŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ŵŝĚ-terms (which 
eliminated an entire generation of conservatives in Congress) and the liberal-Republican 
ƐƚƌĂŶŐůĞŚŽůĚŽŶƚŚĞƉĂƌƚǇ ?ƐŶŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŶŐƉƌŽĐĞƐƐĐƌĞĂƚĞĚƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌĂŶĞǁĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨwhat it meant 
to be a conservative that was emerging from the the mid-West, California, and the South. 
Fundamental to 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵǁĂƐƚŚĞZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶ failure to offer Americans a distinct 
choice, this conviction and his election in 1952 on a conservative platform in a Democratic state 
made Goldwater the rising conservative star. 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĚŝƐůŝŬĞŽĨƚŚĞĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ
was tempered initially by his party loyalty. The insurgency was launched on 8 April 1957 when 
Goldwater delivered a stinging critique of the ŝƐĞŶŚŽǁĞƌĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?Ɛbudget in the Senate, 
damning the constitutionally and morally subversive effects of high taxation and budget deficits. The 
Republican and Democrat parties were 
peddlers  of the philosophy that the Constitution is outmoded, that States rights are void, 
and that the only hope for the future of these United States is for our people to be 
federally born, federally housed, federally clothed, federally educated, federally supported 
in their occupations, and to die a Federal death, thereafter to be buried in a Federal box in 
a Federal cemetery (Goldwater 1958: 5260). 
Republicans were equally culpable, 
we have been so thoroughly saturated with the New Deal doctrine of big, squanderbust 
government, that, as a party, we Republicans have on more than one occasion shown 
tendencies to bow to the siren song of socialism and, instead of hurling a challenge against 
the ravages of the pseudo-liberals amongst us, have accepted their doctrines, lock, stock, 
ĂŶĚďĂƌƌĞů ?ƐĂǇŝŶŐŽŶůǇ “ǁĞĐĂŶĚŽŝƚďĞƚƚĞƌ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ? ?
Modern Republicanism meant which ever party was in office, the Democrats were in power. 
Constitutive rhetoric is appropriate in understanding insurgent conservatism, which sees itself as 
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opposed to both the status quo but also the  ‘conservative ? party, which buttressed the status quo 
 ? ‘ƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐƚŝĐZĞƉƵďůŝĐƌĂƚƐ ? ? ‘ĚŝŵĞ-ƐƚŽƌ EĞǁĞĂůĞƌƐ ? ? ‘ŵĞ-ƚŽŽŝƐŵ ? ? ‘ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇĐůƵďZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶƐ ? ? ?In 
1958 Goldwater complained, 
We are putting a Federal crutch under the arms of the people. We are taking away the 
bootstraps which Americans once grasped firmly and pulled on to make something out of 
themselves. We are instilling in the American people the desire to rely upon the Federal 
Government for everything they need and do (1958: 17294). 
Goldwater complained of ŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?ƐŝŶĨĂŶtilisation ?ŽĨhŶĐůĞ^Ăŵ ?ƐƚƌĂŶƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŽ ‘ĂŶĂƚŝŽŶĂů
wet nurse  W ĚŝƐƉĞŶƐŝŶŐĂĐŽĐŬĞǇĞĚŬŝŶĚŽĨƉĂƚĞŶƚŵĞĚŝĐŝŶĞůĂďĞůĞĚ “ Ž^ŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĨŽƌEŽƚŚŝŶŐ ? ?ƉĂƐƐŝŶŐ
out soothing syrup and pacifiers in return for grateful votes oŶĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶĚĂǇ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ă: 6). 
ŽŶƚĞŵƉůĂƚŝŶŐƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƉƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĂůĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌǁƌŽƚĞŝŶŚŝƐũŽƵƌŶĂůƚŚĂƚ ‘ZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶƐ ?
ďĞŐŝŶŶŝŶŐŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?ŚĂǀĞŚĂĚŶŽƚŚŝŶŐďƵƚ “ŵĞ-ƚŽŽŝƐŵ ?ŽŶƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŽĨŽƵƌĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐ ?ĂŶĚĨĞĂƌĞĚ
 ‘ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƐĞŝǌƵƌĞŽĨ “ŵĞ-ƚŽŽŝƐŵ ? ?ĂŶŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŽĨƚŚĞǇĞĂƌƐ ? ?40, 1944, and 1948. To me this is a 
certainty ... what we have offered the people and what the Vice President [Richard Nixon] 
apparently wants to take as his stock in trade is a dime-ƐƚŽƌĞŶĞǁĚĞĂů ? ?ĞĂŶĂŶĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? P
204, 210. Emphasis added). dŚĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŶĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐŵŽƌĂůĨŝďƌĞǁĂƐ ?ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞ ?ŶŽƚũƵƐƚƚŚĞ
ĞŵŽĐƌĂƚƐ ?ĨĂƵůƚbut also because ZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶƐ ‘ŽĨĨĞƌĞĚĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞƐĂŶĚƉŽůŝĐŝĞƐǁŚŝĐŚǁĞƌĞůŝƚƚůĞ
ŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŚŽůůŽǁĞĐŚŽĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƐŝƌĞŶƐŽŶŐƐŽĨƚŚĞǁĞůĨĂƌĞƐƚĂƚĞƌƐ ?ĂŶĚǁĞƌĞƉƵŶŝƐŚĞĚelectorally for 
so doing (Goldwater 1960a: 6).  ‘DĞ-ƚŽŽŝƐŵ ?ǁĂƐŶŽƚŚŝŶŐůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶa crisis of the Republic. 
These assaults, coupled with his 1958 victory in Arizona, his anti-communism and hostility towards 
the USSR, and his well publicised feud with the ht ?ƐWalter Reuther  ? “/ǁŽƵůĚƌĂƚŚĞƌŚĂǀĞ:ŝŵŵǇ
,ŽĨĨĂƐƚĞĂůŝŶŐŵǇŵŽŶĞǇƚŚĂŶtĂůƚĞƌZĞƵƚŚĞƌƐƚĞĂůŝŶŐŵǇ&ƌĞĞĚŽŵ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? ? ?on
the McLellan Committee, transformed him into the national advocate of a new conservative vision 
(Shermer 2008). This vision resonated powerfully, particularly so in new areas of Republican strength 
and Goldwater, as the chair of the Senate Republican Campaign Committee, travelled the country 
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outlining his vision to enraptured audiences. In 1959, for example, he travelled some 10,000 miles 
per month (Perlstein 2009: 46. See also Donaldson 2003: 59-60). After his 1958 victory Goldwater 
was approached by a coterie of Midwestern conservatives about a presidential run in 1960; believing 
Nixon had the nomination sown up, he refused, preferring to concentrate on spreading the word. 
Goldwater also took to print. From January 1960 Stephen Shadegg ghosted 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƚŚƌŝĐĞ
weekly column,  ‘,ŽǁŽzŽƵ^ƚĂŶĚ ?^ŝƌ ? ?, in The Los Angeles Times. This became the fastest growing 
feature in the history of the Time-Mirror Syndicate, eventually appearing in over 150 newspapers 
across America. Clarence Manion, the former dean of Notre Dame law school and an uber-
conservative activist, suggested that Goldwater publish a concise statement of his views. The 
Conscience of a Conservative (2013/1960) although drafted by Brent R. Bozell, a founder and editor 
of the National Review with W.F. Buckey (Bozell was also ƵĐŬůĞǇ ?ƐďƌŽƚŚĞƌ-in-law) and Goldwater ?Ɛ 
speech writer, was composed ǁŝƚŚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽůůĂďŽration and accurately reflected his views 
though there is some doubt as to whether Goldwater read the whole book. Whether he did or did 
not is irrelevant, The Conscience of a Conservative  achieved huge sales and massive distribution 
thanks to wealthy conservative donors. ĞĨŽƌĞ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ‘ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞĨŽƌƵŵ ?ŶŽ
conservative leadership to unite them, no organization to bring them together to explore whatever 
common ground these various philosophies and the beliefs they ƐŚĂƌĞĚ ? ?ŽŶĂůĚƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? P25).  
dŚĞĨŽƵŶĚĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵtive rhetoric was straightforward, 
More and more Americans are beginning  to understand that all forms government other 
than the governments of free men, require central control to become effective. This is a 
common and an absolutely necessary ingredient of government collectivism. /ĚŽŶ ?ƚĐĂƌĞ
whether we call it communism, socialism, Fabianism, the welfare state, the planned 
economy, the New Deal, Fair Deal or the New Frontier (Goldwater 1961d: 17643). 
At Notre Dame university he stressed the absolute centrality of choice, the essence of freedom, 
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I suggest that if you must choose, it is better to be poor and free than to be snug and a 
slave. 
I suggest that if you must choose, it is better to live in peril, but with justice, than to live on 
a summit of material power, but unjustly. 
I suggest that if you must choose, it is better to stand up as a suffering man than to lie 
down as a satisfied animal (Goldwater 1962a: 2059). 
During his speaking tours  ‘Goldwater discovered that Midwest audiences responded when he 
declared his devotion to the Constitution. They applauded his criticism of the expanding federal 
bureaucracy, the increased federal indebtedness, and the foreign aid program which was giving 
American dollars to support nations within the Communist orbit ? (Shadegg 1965: 17). Republicans, 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌŝŶƐŝƐƚĞĚ ?ǁŽƵůĚǁŝŶŽŶůǇŝĨƚŚĞǇĞǆƉŽƵŶĚĞĚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐĂŶĚŽĨĨĞƌĞĚ ‘ĂĐůĞĂƌ-
ĐƵƚĐŚŽŝĐĞ ?ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ ‘ƚŚĞƉĂƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐƚŝĐƐƵƉĞƌ-state with its ever increasing spending and its ever-
increasing taxation and its ever-ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŝŶƚĞƌĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞůŝĨĞŽĨƚŚĞŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂů ?ĂŶĚĂZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶ
ƉĂƌƚǇĂĐƚŝŶŐ ‘ĂƐĂǀĞŚŝĐůĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞĐĂŶĂƐĞƌƚƚŚĞŝƌƐŽǀĞƌĞŝŐŶƚǇŽǀĞƌŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?
(Goldwater 1960b: 7; Annunziata 1980: 254-265). After the publication of Conscience Goldwater 
became the undisputed leader and embodiment of the insurgency; he was ŶŽƚ ‘DƌZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶ ?
 ?dĂĨƚ ?ƐŽůĚŵŽŶŝŬĞƌ ?ďƵƚ  ‘DƌŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞ ? (Bell 1964). In 1959 around 1 percent of Republicans 
favoured Goldwater for president; in 1964 he won the nomination on the first ballot.  Why, were so 
many Republicans  ‘ŶƵƚƐĂďŽƵƚĂƌƌǇ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌǁŝƚŚŽƵƚďĞŝŶŐŶƵƚƚǇŝŶƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞƐƐ ? ? ?Time, 24 July, 
1964: 18).  
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐǀŝƐŝŽŶĨŽƌĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵĂŶĚŚŝƐĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶ be a new kind of politician was captured 
in the often quoted credo in The Conscience of a Conservative, 
I have little interest in streamlining government or in making it more efficient, for I mean to 
reduce its size. I do not undertake to promote welfare, for I propose to extend freedom. 
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My aim is not to pass laws but to repeal them. It is not to inaugurate new programs, but to 
cancel old ones that do violence to the Constitution, or that have failed in their purpose, or 
that impose on the people an unwarranted financial burden. I will not attempt to discover 
ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶŝƐ ‘ŶĞĞĚĞĚ ?ďĞĨŽƌĞ/ŚĂǀĞĨŝƌƐƚĚĞƚĞƌŵŝŶĞĚŝƚŝƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶĂůůǇ
ƉĞƌŵŝƐƐŝďůĞ ?ŶĚŝĨ/ƐŚŽƵůĚůĂƚĞƌďĞĂƚƚĂĐŬĞĚĨŽƌŶĞŐůĞĐƚŝŶŐŵǇĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵĞŶƚƐ ? ‘ŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚƐ ? ?/
shall reply that I was informed their main interest is liberty and that in that cause I am 
doing the very best I can (Goldwater 2013/1960: 13).  
The problem confronting Goldwater was three-fold: first, was conservatism a social movement, a 
party, an ideology, a philosophical disposition or all at the same?; second, its internal contradictions 
(such as the tension between the traditionalist ?Ɛ emphasis on social order and the dynamism sought 
by economic liberalism) posed problems of definition; and third, issues of inclusion (did it include the 
John Birch Society?). These organisational, definitional, and inclusion problems meant the 
delineation of conservatism was critical to mobilising conservatives. Goldwater approached these 
difficulties through a philosopy of human nature, then deriving a critique around which 
conservatives could coalesce, even though different components might emphasise different 
elements and meanings. 
 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞŵĂŶ ? ?ƐŝĐ ? conceived of individuals ĂƐ ‘ŝŶƉĂƌƚ ?ĂŶĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐ ?ĂŶ
animal creature, but that he is also a spiritual creature with spiritual needs and spiritual desires 
 ?ƚŚĂƚ ?ƌĞĨůĞĐƚƚŚĞƐƵƉĞƌŝŽƌƐŝĚĞŽĨŵĂŶ ?ƐŶĂƚƵƌĞ ?ĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƚĂŬĞƉƌĞĐĞĚĞŶĐĞŽǀĞƌŚŝƐĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĐǁĂŶƚƐ ?
(2013: 7). This moral critique with its emphasis on the spiritual rested on individual freedom, which 
was not antithetical to material abundance. Government the threat to freedom and materialism, 
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?Ɛ  ‘ŽŶůǇƉƌŽƉĞƌƌŽůĞ ?ǁĂƐƉƌŽƚĞĐƚŝng ƚŚĞZĞƉƵďůŝĐ ?Ɛ  ‘traditions and principles, its 
institutions of religious liberty, of educational and economic opportunity, of Constitutional rights, of 
the integrity of the law, [which] ĂƌĞƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƉƌĞĐŝŽƵƐƉŽƐƐĞƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŚƵŵĂŶƌĂĐĞ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ
1961c: 9925). The AmeƌŝĐĂŶŝĚĞĂůǁĂƐŶŽƚ ‘ƚŽďĞĐŽŵĞďŝŐŐĞƌ ?ĨĂƚƚĞƌ ?ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞůƵǆƵƌŝŽƵƐ ? ? ?ƌĞǁĞ
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really nothing better than materialisƚƐ ? ?Answering his own question, GoldwatĞƌĚĞĐůĂƌĞĚ ? ‘/ĚŽŶŽƚ
believe that any mere standard of living, in itseůĨ ?ŝƐǁŽƌƚŚĚǇŝŶŐĨŽƌ ? ?America ?ŚĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ? ‘ŚĂƐĨŽƌ
its moral object the high dignity of man; and for its political aim, ordered freedom  W liberty under 
God and under the law  W ǁŝƚŚũƵƐƚŝĐĞĨŽƌĂůů ? ?,ĞĐŽŶĐůƵĚĞĚ ? ‘/ĨŝƚĐŽŵĞƐƚŽƚŚĞƚĞƐƚǁĞŽƵŐŚƚƚŽĚŝĞ
rather than to submit to a collectivist anthill, no matter how glistening or filled with up-to-date 
ĐŽŵĨŽƌƚƐ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? ? ? ? 
From this three conclusions followed: first, humans are unique individuals; second, the economic 
and spiritual cannot be separated; and third, human development cannot be externally directed. 
Human development rests on the widest possible freedom of choice anĚƐŽŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇ ?ƐŐƌĞĂƚĞƐƚ
enemy was any form of collectivism. The greatest bulwark against tyrrany in the United States was 
the Constitution but this had been under attack for decades and freedom was now seriously 
circumscribed and liberty jeopardised. 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĨƌĞĞĚŽŵƚŽŽǌĞůůĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞŽŶĞŚŽƉĞĂŶĚ
ĚĞƐŝƌĞŽĨĂůůƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ? ?ĞĂŶĂŶĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?; See also Goldwater 1962b: 17540). 
&ƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?Ɛfoundational significance ĐĂŶďĞƐĞĞŶŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚSenate speech opposing 
military aid to the French in Indo-China ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚĞ&ƌĞŶĐŚƌĞĨƵƐĂů ‘ƚŽŐƌĂŶƚŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶĐĞĂŶĚ
the right of freedom to these people, who have fought so long for their independence ĂŶĚĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?
(Goldwater 1953: 7780). 
From this foundation  W the absolute centrality of freedom and the Constitution as the expression 
and defence of freedom  W Goldwater derived his critique of contemporary politics. This critique 
condemned the New Deal, its successors and its imitators, the decline of laisser-faire, high taxation, 
ĨĞĚĞƌĂůƐƉĞŶĚŝŶŐĂŶĚďƵĚŐĞƚĚĞĨŝĐŝƚƐ ?ƚŚĞĞƌŽƐŝŽŶŽĨƐƚĂƚĞƐ ?ƌŝŐŚƚƐĂŶĚďƵƌŐĞŽŶŝŶŐ&ĞĚĞƌĂůƉŽǁĞƌ ?ƚŚĞ
growth of special interests (especially union power), the growth of welfarism, and the domestic and 
international communist threat. Significant sections of public opinion already dissented from the 
New Deal-consensus and so 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌǁĂƐďŽƚŚĂƐǇŵƉƚŽŵĂŶĚĐĂƵƐĞŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞŐƌŽǁŝŶŐƐƚƌĞŶŐƚŚŽĨ
the ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞŵŽďŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶŝŶƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ? ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ? WŚŝůůŝƉƐ-Fein 2011: 126). 
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Defining conservatism helped locate conservatives. The  ‘EĂƐŚƚŚĞƐŝƐ ?ƐĞĞƐƉŽƐƚǁĂƌAmerican 
conservatism as blending three frequently contradictory elements: libertarianism, traditionalism, 
and anticommunism (Nash 1976) and of these traditionalism was the least significant. This was, in 
ƉĂƌƚ ?ƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐƚŽĨƚŚĞƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐŐĞŽŐƌĂƉŚŝĐĂůĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĂůďĂƐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ŶĞǁ ?ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ?dŚŝƐ
included the prosperous, upwardly mobile, white, Democrats who had moved to the suburbs in, for 
example, Orange County in California and Phoenix, Arizona, and the Southwest generally (McGirr 
2001, Shuppara 1992 and 1998, for example); the ex-Democratic voting, white ethnic group backlash 
(for example, Self 2003, Durr 2003, and Nicholaides 2002); and the South, moving Republican since 
1952, where conservatism was increasingly about the defence of property rights and individual 
freedom (for example, Crespino 2007, Kruse 2008, and Laister 2008).  Stewart Alsop concluded that 
 ‘tŚĞƌĞĞǀĞƌƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂůŽƚŽĨŶĞǁŵŽŶĞǇ ? ? ?ƚŚĞtĞƐƚĂŶĚ^ŽƵƚŚǁĞƐƚ ?ŝŶdĞǆĂƐ ?ŝŶƚŚĞŶĞǁůǇ
industrialized South  W there is fanatical GoldwaƚĞƌƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ? ?ůƐŽƉ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ?ƐĞĞĂůƐo Crespi 1965: 
530). 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌŝƐŵ ?Ɛsocial and geographic base offered the prospect of a conservative winning in 
1964 without the ground-zero of liberal Republicanism, the North-East (Rusher 1963: 109-112).  
<ĞŶŶĞĚǇ ?ƐĂƐƐĂƐƐŝŶĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚ:ŽŚŶƐŽŶ ?ƐĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŽŶ meant the prospect of an electoral challenge 
faded; Republican divisions at the San Francisco convention ĂŶĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƚĂƚĞŵĞŶƚƐŐĂǀĞ
Democrats all the ammunition they needed. Karl Hess, theŶŽŶĞŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƉĞĞĐŚǁƌŝƚĞƌƐ, 
ĂƌŐƵĞĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĐĂŝŵin 1964 was to re-establish two-party politics and an ideological 
choice thereby laying the foundations for conservative growth. Goldwater had long deprecated the 
ĚĞĐůŝŶĞŽĨƉĂƌƚǇĐŽŵƉĞƚŝƚŝŽŶďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ‘tŚĞŶĂƌĞǁĞ ? ? ?ŐŽŝŶŐƚŽůĞĂƌŶƚŚĂƚǁĞĐĂŶŶŽƚůŽŶŐĞƌ ?ƐŝĐ ?ǁŝŶ
elections ... by playing the role of a political Santa Claus? ... The attempt to be all things to all man is 
a frail admission that, each in our own philosophies of government, has not sufficient substance or 
competence to serve the Nation well and in accordance with constitutional standarĚƐ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ
1957: 5261). As party competition declined, choice narrowed and politics degenerated; Goldwater 
sought to re-establish a clear choice between parties and ideologies (Hess 1967: 39-42). Party 
politics were now built around an unstable and movŝŶŐ ‘ĐĞŶƚƌĞ ?ƚŚĂƚŝŶeluctably led to abandoning 
  
14 
 
principle. ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶǀŽƚĞƌƐǁĞƌĞƚŚĞǀĂŶŐƵĂƌĚŽĨƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĐŚĂŶŐĞ P ‘ƌĞĂůŝǌŝŶŐƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĐĂŶŶŽƚůŝǀĞ
under a single-party system; that they have to have a two-party system; that there has to be 
competition betwĞĞŶƚŚĞƉĂƌƚŝĞƐĂůůŽǀĞƌƚŚŝƐĐŽƵŶƚƌǇ ?ƚŚĞǇǁĞƌĞŵŽǀŝŶŐĂǁĂǇĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĞŵŽĐƌĂƚƐ ?
Without party and ideological competition government would not be restrained (Goldwater 1961d: 
17645). Differentiation was absolutely fundamental ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ‘/ĨƚŚĞ “ŽƵƚ ?ƉĂƌƚǇĐannot or will not grit 
its teeth and dig in for the long hard fight ... then it will become a non-party. ... Politics, then, ceases 
ƚŽďĞƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶ ? ? ?EŽƚŚŝŶŐĐŚĂŶŐĞƐďƵƚƚŚĞƉůĂǇĞƌƐ ? ?,ĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?dŚĞůĂĐŬŽĨĂŶ ideological choice 
threatened individual freedom because it institutionalised one-party rule and ensured the 
ZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶWĂƌƚǇďĞĐĂŵĞ ‘ĂŶĂŶŶĞǆŽĨƚŚĞĞŵŽĐƌĂƚŝĐWĂƌƚǇ ? ?ĚĞĚŝĐĂƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵƐ
ƵŶĚĞƌĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?,ĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?By the late-1950s/early-1960s disaffection with the 
New Deal consensus, social and geographical change ĂŶĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƉƌŽƐĞůǇƚŝƐŝŶŐmeant a 
conservative insurgency was verging on political take-off (Andrew 1997, Gifford 2009, Schneider 
1999, Schoenwald 2001, for example). 
Constitutive Rhetoric: Content 
Goldwater deployed a limited number of themes that were repeated in countless speeches (and 
writings) to Republican audiences. This is not to belittle his efforts. The essence of constitutive 
rhetoric is the repetition of themes and arguments to establish a clear message around which 
identity can form, so a restricted sample of texts can encapsulate his main themes. Of the many 
speeches delivered by Goldwater this paper analyses the Senate speech attacking budget deficits 
(1957), the  ‘EŽdŝŵĞĨŽƌdŝŵŝĚ^ŽƵůƐ ? speech (1958b), a speech opposing federal education funding 
(1958c), the Air War College speech (1961b) and the speech opposing the civil rights act (1964a). Of 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐ I have omitted Why Not Victory?, a foreign policy study that repeats at greater 
length statements and sentiments found elsewhere in profusion but I have included The Forgotten 
Americans (1960a). ŽŶĐĞŝǀĞĚŽĨĂƐ ‘A Statement of Proposed Republican Principles, Programs and 
KďũĞĐƚŝǀĞƐ ? (1961a) ŝƚǁĂƐŝŶƚĞŶĚĞĚĂƐĂ ‘ƐƚĞm-to-ƐƚĞƌŶZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝǀĞĂŐĞŶĚĂĨŽƌƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?
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but Goldwater quickly dropped it (Perlstein 2009: 138). It represents, however, an extended 
statement of a putative Goldwaterite conservative governing project that supplements The 
Conscience of a Conservative (2013/1960), itself a distillation of his years on the Republican rubber 
chicken circuit and which is of lasting significance (Regnery 2014). The final source is 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
speech to the 1964 convention accepting the Republican presidential nomination, the summation of 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ rhetorical effort (1964a). 
Figure 1 gives the tag cloud for the texts and Table 1 the number and percentage of word usage that 
ĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚĞƐ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƚĞƌŵŝŶŝƐƚŝĐƐĐƌĞĞŶ. The tag cloud is a visual representation of usage of the 
ideas and concepts characteristic of Goldwater ?Ɛ speaking and writing; given the enthusiastic 
response of his audiences these ideas clearly resonated. From this data we can discern the outline 
ĂŶĚĐŽŶƚĞŶƚŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ?ƚŚĞǁŽƌĚƐƵƐĞĚ with the greatest frequency are the 
 ‘ƚĞƌŵŝŶŝƐƚŝĐƐĐƌĞĞŶ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƐĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶŽĨŝĚĞĂƐƚŚĂƚƵŶĚĞƌƉŝŶŶĞĚŚŝƐĐŽŶĐĞƉƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐŽŶservative 
identity. This is 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐůƚŚƵƐƐĞƌŝĂŶ ‘ŚĂŝů ?. What matters, however, is not the words and 
concepts per se but their combination and meaning within the ŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ?ƐƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ. 
dŚƵƐ ? ‘ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĐŽƵůĚďĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚĂƐĂŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞďǇĂĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞĂŶĚĂƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞ
ďǇĂůŝďĞƌĂů ?ĞǀĞƌǇŽŶĞĨĂǀŽƵƌƐ ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?ďƵƚ ?pace Isaiah Berlin) freedom can be defined as negative 
or positive.  
<Figure 1 here> 
<Table 1 here> 
In the frequency couŶƚ ‘ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨĞĚĞƌĂů ?ĂƌĞ the most numerous and are the antithesis of 
 ‘ƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ? ?ƐŝŵŝůĂƌůǇ ? ‘ĂŵĞƌŝĐĂŶ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ?ƐŝŐŶĂůƚŚĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞŽĨďŽƚŚƵŶŝƚǇĂŶd 
ĚŝǀĞƌƐŝƚǇŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƚŚĞir antitŚĞƐŝƐŝƐ ?ŽĨĐŽƵƌƐĞ ? ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƐŵ ?ƚŚĂƚƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐƚŚĞ
regimented other, ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƐďĞ ‘ƵŶŝƚĞĚ ?ŝĨĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƐŵǁĂƐƚŽďĞƌĞƐŝƐƚĞĚ
successfully at home and abroad.  ‘&ĞĚĞƌĂů ? ? ‘ĨƌĞĞĚŽŵ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ƐƚĂƚĞƐ ?ŝƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚĐŽŵďŝŶĂƚŝ ŶŝŶ
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'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĚŝƐĐŽƵƌƐĞĂƐŝƚŝƐĂƉƌŽǆǇĨŽƌƐƚĂƚĞƐƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐŝƚƐĞůĨĂƉƌŽǆǇĨŽƌ^ŽƵƚŚĞƌŶ ?ĂŶĚ
ĂĨƚĞƌtĂůůĂĐĞ ?ƐƉƌŝŵĂƌǇƌƵŶ ?EŽƌƚŚĞƌŶ ?ŚŽƐƚŝůŝƚǇƚŽĐŝǀŝůƌŝŐŚƚƐ ?ŶĂƉƉĞĂůƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚǁĂƐĐĞŶƚƌĂůƚŽ
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƚƌĂƚegy in 1964 ( ‘ŚƵŶƚŝŶŐ ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞĚƵĐŬƐĂƌĞ ?) ĂŶĚǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂů
convictions about segregation this was an appeal addressed to those fearful of civil rights and 
African-American advancement. ǀŝƐŝďůĞĂŶĚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚǁŽƌĚŝƐ ‘ƐŚŽƵůĚ ? ? ‘^ŚŽƵůĚ ? is a modal verb 
expressing duty, identifying (or suggesting) ƚŚĞďĞƐƚŽƌĐŽƌƌĞĐƚƚŚŝŶŐƚŽĚŽĂŶĚŝƐƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽ ‘ŽƵŐŚƚ ? ?
with its strong imputation of moral duty (should =  ‘do the right thing ?).  ‘Should ? suggests that a 
situation exists, or could come into existence, and therefore indicates both purpose and response. It 
is an extremely significant word as it indicates a moral imperative, the reason for a conservative 
insurgency and the urgent need for change, connoting a duty to destroy the status quo.  
In his speech ĂƚƚĂĐŬŝŶŐƚŚĞŝƐĞŶŚŽǁĞƌĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐďƵĚŐĞƚGoldwater condemned the 
administratioŶ ?ƐĂƉing of the Democrats. This wĂƐ ‘ĂďĞƚƌĂǇĂůŽĨƚŚĞƉĞŽƉůĞ ?ƐƚƌƵƐƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞ
ŝŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝŽŶŽĨ ‘ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚďǇďƌŝďĞ ?that ensured a loss of freedom:  ‘ŽƵƌƉĞŽƉůĞĚŽŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞ
inspired  W inspired in the way of helping themselves unimpeded by Government ... inspired by the 
conviction that the Federal Government gives to the people nothing which it does not first take from 
ƚŚĞŵ ? ?,ŝŐŚƚĂǆĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚďƵĚŐĞƚĚĞĨŝĐŝƚƐŵĞĂŶƚ ‘ƚŚĞhŶŝƚĞĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐĐĂŶƐƉĞŶĚŝƚƐĞůĨŽƵƚŽĨĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞ
as a free and sovereign nation. ? The erosion of economic strength meant the erosion of all defences 
in the face of centralised government whose rise heralded the end of the American constitutional 
order. dŚĞŝƐĞŶŚŽǁĞƌĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝŽŶ ‘ŝŶƐƚĞĂĚŽĨĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŝƚƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶƉůĞĚŐĞƐ ?ƐŝŵƉůǇ
parrot the antics of its predecessor against which it labored so loud and ũƵƐƚůǇŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ
1957: 5259 and 5260). Along this path lay the death of the Republican Party and American 
democracy. 
The speech delivered in Prescott, Arizona (3 May 1958) ƚŽƚŚĞZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶtŽŵĞŶ ?ƐŽŶǀĞŶƚŝŽŶ
entitled  ‘EŽdŝŵĞĨŽƌdŝŵŝĚ^ŽƵůƐ ? argued the Depression brought to power individuals hostile to the 
American way. The solutions to all ŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?ƐƉƌŽďůĞŵƐǁŽƵůĚcome ĨƌŽŵ ‘ƚŚĞƐŵĂůůƚŽǁŶƐ ? ? ?ĨƌŽŵ
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the men and women who look up from the toil of their ĚĂǇƚŽĚĂǇůĂďŽƌƐƚŽǁĂƌĚĂďĞƚƚĞƌǁŽƌůĚ ? ? ? ?
ďƵƚ ‘ǇŽƵĂŶĚ/ĂƌĞĐĂƵŐŚƚůŝŬĞĂƐŚƵƚƚůĞĐŽĐŬŝŶĂďĂĚŵŝŶŐƚŽŶŐĂŵĞďĞƚǁĞĞn the power plays of 
ĂŵďŝƚŝŽƵƐŵĞŶ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ? ? ?Freedom was under threat because government had 
 ‘ƐƵďƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŽƚŚĂƚĂŶĐŝĞŶƚĨĂůůĂĐǇƚŚĂƚĂƉŽǁĞƌĨƵůĐĞŶƚƌĂůŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚĐŽƵůĚĚŽŵŽƌĞŵĂŶƚŚĂŶŵĂŶ
ĐŽƵůĚĨŽƌŚŝŵƐĞůĨ ? ?,ĞĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ? 
after 25 years of meddling and tinkering with the basic concepts of the Constitution with 
our ancient understandings of the position of a free man in a free society, and with our 
constant increasing dependence upon a central authority, in business and in labor and in 
government, thĞĨĂĐĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?ƐŵĂŝŶƐƚƌĞet has changed (Goldwater 1958b: 8355). 
Americans now ĐŽŶĨƌŽŶƚĞĚĂ ‘ƉĂƚĞƌŶĂůŝƐŝƚŝĐĂŶĚĐŽůůĞĐƚŝǀĞĂĚŵŝŶŝƐƚƌĂƚŝǀĞĚŝĐƚĂƚŽƌƐŚŝƉ ?ŽĨĨĞƌŝŶŐǀŽƚĞƌƐ 
ƚŚĞ ‘ƉŝĞ-in-the-sky of collectivist paternalism in return for a surrender of our individual freedoms and 
ƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ?-56). ƚ&ůŝŶƚ ?DŝĐŚŝŐĂŶ ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌǁĂƌŶĞĚŽĨ ‘ƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚ
ŝŶƚĞƌĨĞƌĞŶĐĞŽĨƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶƐ ?ƚŚĂƚ ‘ĚƵůůĞĚĂŶĚĚĞŵŽƌĂůŝǌĞĚ ? ?ƚŚĞƐĞ ‘ĚĞŵĂŐŽŐƐĂŶĚƚŚĞŝƌ
Communist allies ... stilůŵŽƵƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĞĐůŝĐŚĞƐŽĨƚŚĞƚŚŝƌƚŝĞƐ ?ƌĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚƚŚƌĞĂƚ
ƚŽƚŚĞhŶŝƚĞĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐ ?dŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƐ ?ƚĂƐŬǁĂƐƚŽ ‘ĚƌĂŐƚŚĞŵŬŝĐŬŝŶŐĂŶĚƐĐƌĞĂŵŝŶŐŝŶƚŽƚŚĞ
second half of the 20
th
 ĞŶƚƵƌǇ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? ?-94).  
Goldwater resolutely opposed Federal education funding. Commenting on a Senate debate on 
Federal funding 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌĚĞĐůĂƌĞĚ ‘/ĚŝĚŶŽƚŚĞĂƌĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐƚŚĞŶ ?/ŚĂǀĞŶŽƚŚĞĂƌĚĂŶǇƚŚŝŶŐƐŝŶĐĞ ?ƚŽ
convince me that the Federal Government should put another one of its meddling fingers into the 
ĂĨĨĂŝƌƐŽĨƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞƐďǇƐƚŝĐŬŝŶŐŝƚŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐǇƐƚĞŵ ?ĂƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞ^ƚĂƚĞƐ ?
(Goldwater 1958c: 17291-92). For it to do so was unconstitutional, further confirming the contempt 
in which the Constitution was now held:  
Federal aid for schools, for any purpose, is morally and legally wrong because it will lead to 
Federal control ... Public education is a matter that should be controlled by the States and 
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localities ... Nowhere in the Constitution is Congress given permission to tax and spend for 
ƚŚĞEĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƐƐĐŚŽŽůƐ ? ? ?/Ĩ&ĞĚĞƌĂůĂŝĚƚŽĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶŝƐŝŵposed, it eventually will ... a make 
collectivized captives of our children (Goldwater 1958c: 17293). 
 ‘/ĂŵŶŽƚ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌůĂŵĞŶƚĞĚ ?  ‘very proud of the Republican Party tonŝŐŚƚ ?ĂŶĚconcluded that the 
ďĞƐƚƚŚŝŶŐ ‘/ĐĂŶĚŽfor my community, my State, my country ... is to see to it that Federal aid to 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶƌĞĐĞŝǀĞƐĂĚĞĐŝĚĞĚƐĞƚďĂĐŬ ? ? ? ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? ? ?, 17295). 
Goldwater was convinced that the USA should not shrink from confrontation with the USSR and 
communism even at the risk of war. As a result  ‘ŽƵƌŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůĞǆŝƐƚĞŶĐĞŝƐŽŶĐĞĂŐĂŝŶƚŚƌĞĂƚĞŶĞĚĂƐŝƚ
ǁĂƐŝŶƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇĚĂǇƐŽĨƚŚĞZĞƉƵďůŝĐ ?ĨƌŽŵ ‘ĂůŝĞŶĨŽƌĐĞƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚŝƐŚĂĚ reached such a pitch that 
American leaders, both political and intellectual, are searching desperately for means of 
 “ĂƉƉĞĂƐŝŶŐ ?Žƌ “ĂĐĐŽŵŽĚĂƚŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞ^ŽǀŝĞƚhŶŝŽŶĂƐƚŚĞƉƌŝĐĞŽĨŶĂƚŝŽŶĂůƐƵƌǀŝǀĂů ?dŚĞ
American people are being told that, however valuable their freedom may be, it is even 
more important to live. A craven fear of death is entering the American consciousness... 
(Goldwater 1960c: 5571. My emphasis). 
The USSR was determined to win whilst the United States was not; America was at war with the 
Soviet Union so victory should be the goal of ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚƉŽůŝĐǇ ?ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐůǇ ? ‘tĞŵƵƐƚ W as the first 
step toward saving American freedom  W affirm the contrary view and make it the cornerstone of our 
foreign policy: that we would rather die  than lose our freedom ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Đ P ? ? ? ?. Emphasis 
added).  
In 1961 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌĂƌŐƵĞĚŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?Ɛ ‘ƵůƚŝŵĂƚĞŽďũĞĐƚŝǀĞ ?ǁĂƐƚŽ ‘ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĂǁŽƌůĚŝŶǁŚŝĐŚƚŚĞƌĞŝƐ
ƚŚĞůĂƌŐĞƐƚƉŽƐƐŝďůĞŵĞĂƐƵƌĞŽĨĨƌĞĞĚŽŵĂŶĚũƵƐƚŝĐĞĂŶĚƉĞĂĐĞĂŶĚŵĂƚĞƌŝĂůƉƌŽƐƉĞƌŝƚǇ ?ďƵƚƚŚŝƐǁĂƐ
ƵŶĂƚƚĂŝŶĂďůĞ ‘ǁithout the prior defeat of world coŵŵƵŶŝƐŵ ?ƐŽ ‘/ƚĨŽůůŽǁƐƚŚĂƚǀŝĐƚŽƌǇŽǀĞƌ
communism is the dominant ?ƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞŐŽĂůŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƉŽůŝĐǇ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ? ?ŵĞƌŝĐĂ ?Ɛ
ability and willingness to do this had declined precipitately over the previous decade and would 
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continue to decline uŶƚŝůƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚǁĂƐƌĞĂĐŚĞĚǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌǇǁĂƐ ‘ŝƐŽůĂƚĞĚĂŶĚďĞƐŝĞŐĞĚďǇĂŶ
ĞŶƚŝƌĞůǇŚŽƐƚŝůĞǁŽƌůĚ ? ?dŚĞƌĞŵĞĚǇ ? ‘tĞǁŝůůŚĂǀĞƚŽƐŚĞĚƚŚĞĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐŽĨĂŶĚƚĞĐŚŶŝƋƵĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ
^ĂůǀĂƚŝŽŶƌŵǇĂŶĚƐƚĂƌƚďĞŚĂǀŝŶŐůŝŬĞĂŐƌĞĂƚƉŽǁĞƌ ?ďĞĐĂƵƐĞ ‘dŚŝƐƐůƵŐŐŝƐŚƐĞŶtimentality, this 
obsession for pleasing people, has become a matter of grand strategy; has become no less than the 
guiĚŝŶŐƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶƉŽůŝĐǇ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ď P ? ? ? ?KŶĞǁĂǇƚŽĚŽƚŚŝƐǁĂƐƚŽ ‘ĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ
the captive peoples to revolt against their Communist rulers. This policy must be pursued with 
ĐĂƵƚŝŽŶĂŶĚƉƌƵĚĞŶĐĞĂƐǁĞůůĂƐĐŽƵƌĂŐĞ ?ďƵƚ ‘ǁĞǁŽƵůĚŝŶǀŝƚĞƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƐƚůĞĂĚĞƌƐƚŽĐŚŽŽƐĞ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƚŽƚĂůĚĞƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ^ŽǀŝĞƚhŶŝŽŶ ?ĂŶĚĂĐĐĞƉƚŝŶŐĂůŽĐĂůĚĞĨĞĂƚ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?ď P
585).  
Whilst personally opposed to discrimination and segregation, Goldwater saw the Civil Rights Act 
(1964) through the lens of burgeoning Federal power and regulation. Despite conceding a role for 
Federal legislation in promoting legal equality he believed that Title II (public accommodation) and 
Title VII (fair employment practices) clashed with the even more fundamental individual right to 
possess, and liberty to enjoy and dispose of, private property. This liberty was the foundation of 
freedom and so Titles II and VII  posĞĚ ‘ĂŐƌĂǀĞƚŚƌĞĂƚƚŽƚŚĞǀĞƌǇĞƐƐĞŶĐĞŽĨŽƵƌďĂƐŝĐƐǇƐƚĞŵŽĨ
ŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ? ? ? ?Ă P ? ? ? ? ? ? ?^ŽƌĂĚŝĐĂůǁĞƌĞdŝƚůĞs II and VII, their objectives ought only 
to be realised by a constitutional amendment for to do otherwiƐĞ ‘ŝƐƚŽĂĐƚŝŶĂŵĂŶŶĞƌǁŚŝĐŚĐŽƵůĚ
ultimately destroy the freedom of all American citizens, including the freedom of the very persons 
ǁŚŽƐĞĨĞĞůŝŶŐƐĂŶĚǁŚŽƐĞůŝďĞƌƚŝĞƐĂƌĞƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌƐƵďũĞĐƚŽĨƚŚŝƐůĞŐŝƐůĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?ZĞŐƵůĂƚŝŶŐƉƌŝǀĂƚĞ
property rights to thĞĚĞŐƌĞĞƐŽƵŐŚƚďǇƚŚĞďŝůůǁŽƵůĚ ‘ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝŽŶŽĨĂ&ĞĚĞƌĂůƉŽůŝĐĞĨŽƌĐĞ
ŽĨŵĂŵŵŽƚŚƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶƐ ?ƌĞůǇŝŶŐŽŶĂŶ ‘ “ŝŶĨŽƌŵĞƌ ?ƉƐǇĐŚŽůŽŐǇ ?creating a police state (Goldwater 
1964a: 14312). This cure was ?ŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ? worse than the malady. 
From these examples we can see clearly the terministic screen that provided the link between the 
first and second personas anĚǁŚŝĐŚĨƵĞůůĞĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐŝŶƐƵƌŐĞŶĐǇ. The next section widens the 
discussion and considers the relationship between constitutive rhetoric and conservative insurgency. 
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 Constitutive rhetoric and conservative insurgency 
Two factors make insurgent conservatism conservative and both flow from the situational nature of 
conservatism. First, ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ?ƐŝŶŚĞƌĞŶƚrisk aversion and skepticism are neutralised by an 
ĞǆƚƌĞŵĞĨĞĂƌŽĨƚŚĞƐƚĂƚƵƐƋƵŽ ?ƐĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐ ?dŚĞĚĂŶŐĞƌƐŽĨĐŚĂŶŐĞĂƌĞĨĂƌŽƵƚǁĞŝŐŚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
dangers of acquiescing in the status quo. Second, status quo bias and uncertainty about change are 
are mitigated by reference to a past experience or a conception of the foundation that supplants 
informational uncertainty about the consequences of radical change. This calculation depends on 
the value ĂĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞŝŶǀĞƐƚƐǁŝƚŚŵŽƐƚƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶĐĞĂŶĚŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐĂƐĞƚŚŝƐǁĂƐindividual 
freedom. 
Constitutive rhetoric is especially relevant to, and significant in, contexts where a substantial number 
of individuals and groups preceive not just defects (the result of incorrect policies) but when this 
policy dimension intersects with a moral critique of the status quo. Combined these constitute an 
existential threat addressing which requires a movement pledged to a political transformation. 
Establishing this diagnosis was 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐůĞŐĂĐǇ P ‘'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌƐŚŽǁĞĚƐƵďƐĞƋƵĞŶƚZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶ
candidates how conservative ideology could electrify a sizable group of listeners and readers, and 
how conservative discourse could build and animate a core of supporters who would give legitimacy 
ƚŽƚŚĞŝƌĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ ? ?Hammerback 1999: 329). 
The centrality of critique to constitutive rhetoric appears to make it a more appropriate strategy for 
radical left-of-centre parties, which are necessarilly critical of the status quo. This is why constitutive 
rhetoric poses serious difficulties for conservatives. Conservatives seek to conserve but if the status 
quo is perceived to be an existential threat then their goal cannot be conservation but destruction. 
Goldwater ?ƐŝŵŵĞĚŝĂƚĞconcern was to mobilise conservatives through, and around, a critique of the 
New Deal consensus to serve as a platform for its transformation. This was obscured by GoldwĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
crushing defeat in 1964 but as the previous section demonstrated his determination to constitute 
insurgent conservatism is clear. From this we can identify insurgent conservatism ?Ɛcharacteristics. 
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These are: first, acomprehensive assault upon, and critique of, the status quo and of those (including 
 ‘conservatives ?) who uphold it; second, a reassertion of traditional values and beliefs that have been 
pushed aside by the status quo ?ƐĂĚǀŽĐĂƚĞƐ ?ƚŚŝƌĚ ?rejection of centrist, or consensus, politics; fourth, 
a strident moral critique of contemporary policy and politics and a call for a return to a tried and 
tested moral code; fifth, the categorisation of opponents as being in thrall to alien doctrines; 
opponents were not simply well-meaning but wrong-headed, but profoundly wrong and deeply 
dangerous; and finally, the critique must be accompanied by a positive alternative vision sanctified 
by the past, offering not just hope but the certainty of a bright future. Combined these 
characteristics place tremendous emphasis on the speaker ?ƐĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽarticulate and mobilise 
individual and group sentiment around this conservative vision, and then evolve a persuasive 
electoral appeal. It is hard to achieve because the speaker must develop and project an ethos that 
conveys the truth of their critique and the validity of their vision. Both the critique and the vision 
must ŶĞĐĞƐƐĂƌŝůůǇƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƚŚĞƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ ?ƐŵĞƐƐĂŐĞ ĂƐĂŶ ‘ŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƌ ?ŝŶĐŽŶƚĞŵƉŽƌĂƌǇƉolitics and 
therefore subversive of the status quo. 
Reagan and Thatcher translated constitutive rhetoric and insurgent conservatism into a electoral 
appeal. For a conservative committed to transforming the status quo constitutive rhetoric must 
combine critique and vision with an appeal capable of extending outward beyond the faithful to the 
less ideologically committed. In doing so, context and contingency are critical. During the 1964 
ĞůĞĐƚŝŽŶZŽŶĂůĚZĞĂŐĂŶĚĞůŝǀĞƌĞĚ ‘dŝŵĞ&ŽƌŚŽŽƐŝŶŐ ?, better known as  ‘dŚĞ^ƉĞĞĐŚ ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚ
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĂĚǀŝƐĞƌƐƵƌŐĞĚŚĞǀĞƚŽ ?,ĂǀŝŶŐƌĞĂĚŝƚŚĞĂƐŬĞĚ ? ‘tŚĂƚƚŚĞŚĞůů ?ƐǁƌŽŶŐǁŝƚŚƚŚĂƚ ? ?
(Perlstein 2009: 500-501; Middendorf 2006: 207-209). The Speech demonƐƚƌĂƚĞĚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐŝĚĞĂƐ
ƵŶĞŶĐƵŵďĞƌĞĚďǇ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐůŝĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐcould appeal to voters other than Republican activists but 
ƚŚŝƐĚĞƉĞŶĚĞĚďŽƚŚŽŶZĞĂŐĂŶ ?ƐƐƵŶŶŝĞƌĚŝƐƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŽŶĞǀĞŶƚƐƚŚĂƚ ‘confirmed ? 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
prior analysis. A similar trajectory can be identified in DƌƐdŚĂƚĐŚĞƌ ?Ɛrhetoric between 1975-79 
(Dorey 2015: 103-120). Their personas and events enabled Reagan and Thatcher to employ 
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constitutive rhetoric to not only reorient their parties but also reorient American and British politics 
around their vision. 
Did Goldwater create the conservative movement? Obviously not. It was growing before Goldwater 
and this, coupled with some deft politicking, made him the Republican candidate in 1964. 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛincessant propagandising defined the contours of conservatism and forged a unity 
between the first and second ƉĞƌƐŽŶĂƐ ?dŚƵƐ ? ‘ŚĞŚĂĚŐŝǀĞŶ ?ĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵ ? direction, realigned its 
ǀŽƚŝŶŐďĂƐĞ ?ĂŶĚƵŶĐŽǀĞƌĞĚŝƚƐůĞĂĚĞƌƐ ? ?ŽŶĂůĚƐŽŶ ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?ǀŝĚĞŶĐĞŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
contemporary influence can be found easily (Kazin 2015, for example). Paulson argues 'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
ŶŽŵŝŶĂƚŝŽŶĂŶĚĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ ‘ƉƌŽǀĞĚƚŽďĞƚŚĞĐƌƵĐŝĂůƚƵƌŶŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚƚŽǁĂƌĚƐŝĚĞŽůŽŐŝĐĂůƉŽůĂƌŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌƉĂƌƚŝĞƐƚŚĂƚZŽŽƐĞǀĞůƚĂŶĚtŝůŬŝĞĐŽƵůĚŽŶůǇĚƌĞĂŵŽĨ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?<ĂƌůZŽǀĞ ?ƚŚĞ
leading Republican strategist of the Bush years, recalled, 
I had Goldwater buttons, stickers, and posters, a ƌĂŐŐĞĚƉĂƉĞƌďĂĐŬĐŽƉǇŽĨ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛ
Conscience of a Conservative, ĂŶĚĞǀĞŶĂďƌŝŐŚƚŐŽůĚĂůƵŵŝŶŝƵŵĐĂŶŽĨ “Ƶ,2K ? ?ĂĚƌŝŶŬ
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚĂƐ ‘ƉŝƐƐ ? ? ?ĂĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶĂƌƚĞĨĂĐƚƚŚĂƚƉůǇĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĐĂŶĚŝĚĂƚĞ ?s  last 
ŶĂŵĞ ?ĨŽƌďƵĚĚŝŶŐZĞƉƵďůŝĐĂŶƐůŝŬĞŵĞ ?ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶŽďŝů ƚǇŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐůŽƐƐ ?,ĞǁĞŶƚ
down with guns blazing and his ideology on full, unapologetic display. Goldwater was a 
 “ĐŽŶǀŝĐƚŝŽŶƉŽůŝƚŝĐŝĂŶ ? ?ƚŚĞŬŝŶĚǁŚŽƐŚĂƉĞĚĂŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? 
GoldwĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐǁĂƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞƌĂther than persuasive, creating a conservative identity and 
insurgency antithetical to the consensus. His alternative was simple: 
a market economy, a reliance upon individual and voluntary rather than collectivized or 
coerced talent and energy, laws that are impartially applied to maintain public order and 
freedom, and government to limited that it cannot tyrranize but still so strong that it can 
fulfill its essential charges such as defending the country and its laws and its domestic 
tranquillity (Hess 1967: 158). 
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The Tea Party,  ‘ƚŚĞŵŽƐƚƌĞĐĞŶƚŝŶĐĂƌŶĂƚŝŽŶŽĨŵĞƌŝĐĂŶĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƉƵůŝƐŵ ? ?is descended in a 
direct line from Goldwater,  
One of the few college-age Tea Partiers we met, a young man in Boston, wore a T-shirt 
ĞŵďůĂǌŽŶĞĚǁŝƚŚ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐďƵŵƉĞƌƐƚŝĐŬĞƌƐůŽŐĂŶ “Ƶ,2K ? ?/ƚǁĂƐŚŝƐƚŽƌǇĨŽƌŚŝŵ ?ďƵƚ
of course many of his fellow Tea Partiers remember that campaign firsthand. An 
extraordinary number dated their first political experiences to the 1964 Goldwater 
campaigŶ ?dŚĞdĞĂWĂƌƚǇŝƐĨƵŶĚĂŵĞŶƚĂůůǇƚŚĞůĂƚĞƐƚŝƚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶŽĨůŽŶŐ-standing, hard-core 
conservatism in American politics (Skocpol and Williamson 2012: 82-82). 
As well as giving many Tea Party supporters their first, and heady, political experience Skocpol and 
Williamson argue it represents a lasting definition of conservatism. The 1964 presidential campaign 
was for many mobilisational and inspirational: it created experienced cadres and, in Ronald Reagan, 
found an attractive and articulate advocate.  
Conclusions 
/ŶƐƵƌŐĞŶƚĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵŝƐŶŽƚĂĐŽŶƚƌĂĚŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ‘dŚĞƌŝƐŬŽĨ ůŽƵƐŝŶŐƵƉĂůŽƵƐǇƐƚĂƚƵƐƋƵŽ ? ?K ?,ĂƌĂ
argues,  ‘ŝƐĨĂƌůĞƐƐƚŚĂŶƚŚĞƌŝƐŬŽĨůŽƵƐŝŶŐƵƉĂƉůĞĂƐĂŶƚůǇĨƵŶĐƚŝŽŶŶŝŶŐƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?dŚŝƐƚĞƐƚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚ
compare two different states of uncertainty, rather ƚŚĂŶƚǁŽĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚƋƵĂůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨůŝĨĞ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ?-20). 
The more serious the threat, the greater the need for radical change. 
'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐspurred the coalescing of a conservative identity that was radically different 
from Dewey-Eisenhower-Rockefeller Liberal/Modern Republicanism and which was necessarilly 
polarising and subversive. Goldwater proved adept ĂƚĚĞĨŝŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝƐŵĂŶĚŚŝƐƐƵĐĐĞƐƐ ‘ǁĂƐ
due in part to what he said, and in part to the way he said it  W to a personality and style that had 
ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐŽĨƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůŵĂŐŝĐ ? ?ŽǌĞůů ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ?^ŽƐƵĐĐĞƐĨƵůǁĂƐŚĞ ?WĞƌůƐƚĞŝŶǁƌŝƚĞƐ ?ŚĞ ‘ǁŽƵůĚŚĂǀĞ
ŚĂĚƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶƌĞǀĞĂůĞĚĂƐĞĞůǌĞďƵďŚŝŵƐĞůĨĨŽƌŚŝƐƉĂƌƚŝƐĂŶƐƚŽĂďĂŶĚŽŶŚŝŵ ? ? ? ? ? ? P ? ? ? ? ?The
identity Goldwater promoted was profoundly hostile to the dominant political narrative and was 
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fuelled by a profound conviction that the status quo was leading to disaster. Goldwater framed his 
insurgency as a return to an authentic narrative sanctified by history and the American character 
that was representative of countless numbers of ordinary Americans betrayed by the elites. It was 
they and their status quo, not conservatives, that were the aberration. This was, at heart, a moral 
appeal, emphasising ethos but it was not primarily intended as persuasion because the people 
Goldwater was addressing were already persuaded, they needed to be organised around an identity 
and mobilised. Once achieved, the focus would shift to the wider electorate. This is where 
Goldwater failed. 
Constitutive rhetoric wĂƐĂŶĞůĞŵĞŶƚŝŶ'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƉŽůŝƚŝĐƐĨƌŽŵbefore 1952 when he won his 
Senate seat in a (then) heavily Democratic Arizona. This was was the foundation of his popularity  
but also acted a limiting factor on his appeal. Goldwater mapped an appeal enshrining rhetoric, 
ideas and tactics that Reagan developed and expanded. Succesful constitutive rhetoric employs the 
speakeƌ ?ƐŝĚĞŽůŽŐǇ ?ĞǆƉƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶa terministic screen) to galvanise supporters around their diagnosis. 
The first persona (the speaker), filtered by context, creates an identity and the second persona can 
be likened to a mirror held up to the auditors, showing them who they are, what is wrong, and what 
needs to be done thereby shrinking the gap between the first and second personas be delineating a 
common identity. 
GoldǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƉĞĞĐŚĞƐĂŶĚǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐĞŵƉůŽǇed a limited number of claims encapsulated in a 
compelling narrative intended to trigger ĂŶĞŵƉĂƚŚĞƚŝĐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ ?ĂƐĞŶƐĞŽĨ ‘ƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŶĞƐƐ ?ŝŶĂũƵƐƚ
and righteous cause resting upon transcendental ideas. His constitutive rhetoric was far more than a 
ƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĐĂŵƉĂŝŐŶ ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐƐƉĞĞĐŚĞƐĂŶĚǁƌŝƚŝŶŐƐrendered legible a political landscape many 
conservatives knew, believed, ŽƌƐĞŶƐĞĚ ?ǁĂƐǁƌŽŶŐďƵƚǁŚŽǁĞƌĞĐŽŶƐƚĂŶƚůǇƚŽůĚ ‘ƚŚĞƌĞǁĂƐŶo 
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ? ?'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?Ɛpurpose was to assemble a narrative and diagnosis about what had gone 
wrong with America, what was still going wrong, and how it could be reversed, thereby providing a 
standard around which conservatives could rally, organise and mobilise.   
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'ŽůĚǁĂƚĞƌ ?ƐĐŽŶƐƚŝƚƵƚŝǀĞƌŚĞƚŽƌŝĐfuelled a conservative insurgency but was, however, unable to find 
a response to its polarising effect. Polarisation is integral and inevitable because constitutive rhetoric 
challenges overtly an entrenched status quo. Whilst it forged a conservative community and 
identity, polarisation limited its appeal; to succeed the appeal must broaden to the wider electorate. 
The transition from polarisation to synthesising a broad appeal is difficult and Goldwater failed but 
this is not to decry his achievement in laying the foundations for the Republican resurgence under 
Ronald Reagan. 
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Figure 1 Goldwater Texts Tag Cloud 
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Table 1 Goldwater ?ƐdĞƌŵŝŶŝƐƚŝĐ^ĐƌĞĞŶ. Top 30 Words 
Word Count Weighted Percentage 
government 281 0.72 
federal 210 0.54 
people 206 0.53 
freedom 151 0.39 
american 139 0.36 
states 124 0.32 
should 120 0.31 
political 117 0.30 
communist 114 0.29 
united 100 0.26 
soviet 90 0.23 
economic 89 0.23 
rights 88 0.23 
national 80 0.21 
policy 80 0.21 
individual 74 0.19 
public 74 0.19 
nation 73 0.19 
president 72 0.18 
against 70 0.18 
nations 66 0.17 
republican 63 0.16 
constitution 62 0.16 
  
33 
 
education 61 0.16 
foreign 61 0.16 
senate 59 0.15 
spending 59 0.15 
cannot 58 0.15 
america 57 0.15 
country 56 0.14 
 
 
 
 
 
